shows the results from parametric specifications using the full sample and demonstrates that the results are robust to a variety of functional forms. Appendix Table 1 presents results from additional robustness tests. In column (i), I add a range of covariates with a quadratic control function of depth to groundwater. These include geographical controls including rainfall and temperature; demographic characteristics of the village including number of households, fraction of literate population, fraction of scheduled caste population, fraction of females in the population and fraction of literate females in the population; geological features like elevation and slope; and infrastructure variables of the villages including electrification status, availability of schools, medical facilities, banking service, distance to nearest town and total expenditure of village panchayat (council) on public goods. The coefficient on the indicator is 0.065 and is statistically significant at 1 percent. 
Adding Block Fixed Effects to the Parametric Specification
The poverty data are from a survey conducted by the state that identifies the below poverty households based on a criterion. The below poverty line status might be misallocated. However, there is no reason to believe that the status will be differentially accorded above and below the threshold of 8 meters. One concern might be that due to corruption or administrative reasons, the states use some discretion over how to apply rules across administrative blocks, and hence the measurement error is systematic across such areas. In order to address this, I include block fixed effects in the regressions so that villages within same blocks that are above and below the threshold are compared.
1 The demographic and infrastructure data are from the year 2001. These variables could be affected by groundwater depth, in which case these would be indicative of the mediating pathways.
The results are reported in column (ii) of Appendix Table 1 . Reassuringly, the results are very similar to the first column. 
Falsification Test for the True Discontinuity
If 8 mbgl is indeed the cutoff at which the feasibility of the surface pumps changes, and if there is a relationship between poverty and access to groundwater, then we should see an effect at 8 mbgl. We should not observe an effect at other cutoff values lower than 8. I perform this falsification test by synthetically changing the cutoff to hypothetical values of 4,5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and 11 mbgl. The identical regression specification for each regression includes demographic, geographical,and infrastructure covariates and a quadratic control function of depth to groundwater. However, the indicator variable indicates depth exceeding a different cutoff in each case. The resulting coefficient from each of the separate regressions is reported in Appendix Table 2 
Spatial Correlation
In order to allay concerns over inter-connectedness of aquifers, I follow Conley (1999) and estimate the covariance matrix allowing for spatial correlation. Appendix Table 3 reports the results using a range of cutoff at which the the correlation is allowed to fall to 0. Typical village in the sample has a neighbor within 2.14 KMs. I use three cutoffs 1.5, 3 and 4.5 kilometers. The errors allowing for spatial correlation are reported along with the coefficient in columns (ii) through (iv). Column (i) restates the coefficient and standard error from column (i) of Table 5 for sake of comparison. The results are unchanged. As in Table 5 , the estimates indicate an increase in poverty that is statistically significant at conventional significance levels.
Effect on Irrigated Area
I examine the change in irrigated area around the discontinuity. I replicate the nonparametric specifications in which bandwidth is sequentially changed as used in Table 6 and I present the results in Appendix Table 4 . I observe a very large statistically significant reduction in groundwater irrigated area as a share of total sown area. Groundwater irrigated area as a share of total sown area reduced by around 25 percent (Panel A) , whereas there is no change in the surface water irrigated area (Panel B). To the extent that returns to irrigation are positive, this would reduce farm profitability. percent. This is highly significant at 1 percent and is 0.7 of a standard deviation which is a large effect. This is consistent with the large effects detected in the village level analysis of poverty and groundwater irrigation using the main sample. One concern might be that the farmers are different in their abilities to farm on either side of the cutoff. For example, agriculturally enterprizing farmers may have migrated to areas with water abundance. In order to allay this concern to some degree, I examine the amount of land cultivated on either side of the cutoff. If farmers are more able or agriculturally enterprizing, then we should observe more area being cultivated in water 3 Using data from India, Duflo and Pande (2007) show that agricultural output for most crops increases with dam irrigation. Jin et al (2012) use the nationally representative REDS data and use farmer fixed effects to document that irrigated plots result in higher yields, high land use intensity, higher input use and higher land prices. Irrigation increases plot level production of rice and wheat between 9-15 percent. Bhattarai and Narayanamoorthy (2003) and several studies mentioned therein document productivity enhancing effects of irrigation. abundant areas. The first panel in Appendix Table 5 shows that there is no difference in area cultivated around the cutoff. The small coefficient is statistically insignificant and is 0.02 of a standard deviation. Hence, this seems unlikely although I cannot fully rule this out.
Link to Prior Literature
Note that in Sekhri (2011), I used the discontinuous change in feasibility of surface pumps to examine the effects of public wells on groundwater depth. This study used a triple differences framework for identification. I compared villages that received a public well to ones that did not (treatment to control) in both type of areas-those where water is accessible by surface pumps and those where it is not. The theoretical framework implied that the discontinuity will make farmers worse off to the right of the discontinuity where surface pumps become infeasible, but the farmers in the treated villages with access to public wells will be better off than the ones in the control areas without access to public wells. The empirical tests confirmed this finding. Intermediate farmers in treated areas to the right saved the fixed cost of sinking private wells and switched to using public wells. This behavior revealed higher profitability. Thus, the findings of Sekhri (2011) are consistent with my current findings that access to groundwater impacts poverty. I use the SLC data and show evidence supporting this argument in Appendix Table 6 . I show that annual wage earnings and yield-per-acre in value terms is lower in villages where depth to groundwater exceeds 8 meters. But the interaction of the depth indicator with government wells is positive and statistically significant for both variables. The sum of the two coefficients is positive and large.
Hence, public wells offset the impact of higher groundwater depth on yields-per-acre and annual wage earnings.
The IDTP program studied in Sekhri (2011) required electricity for operation of the public wells. Therefore, I controlled for electrification. This paper relies on the identifying assumption that otherwise similar villages that differ on dimension of whether surface pumps can operate or not have different poverty rates. Differential rate of electrification would be a concern but as I show in Appendix Figure 4 , electrification is smooth around the cutoff. The results do not change with or without controlling electrification status of the village in either parametric or non-parametric analysis. gap, and log of mean per capita expenditure. Irrespective of the measure of poverty used, the depth has fallen much more in richer districts than poorer ones. Appendix Table 8 shows the averages. Fall in depth in richer districts is around 4-5 m, while it is around 1-1.5 m in the poorest ones. This suggestive evidence indicates that richer places are not extracting less.
Seasonal out-migration in SLC data
I examine seasonal out migration using SLC data. I replicate the parametric specifications of Table 10 and report results in Appendix Table 9 . Percentage of households with atleast one seasonal out-migrant falls by 5 percent. The coefficient is significant at 5 percent significance level but is only 0.1 of a standard deviation. Hence, this is economically a small effect. Ability to out-migrate can be an outcome if households are liquidity constraint in areas with higher poverty. On the hand, it is possible that higher seasonal out-migration from water abundant areas leads to a reduction in poverty in these areas. 5 Examining the effects of water scarcity on migration -both temporary and permanent-is beyond the scope of this study and is an important avenue of future research.
4 Sekhri (2013) controls for district specific trends to account for changes in electrification over years. 5 Since yields are higher, if less labor is required for production in such areas, people can have higher propensity to out-migrate.
Smoothness of other Variables Around the Discontinuity in the RD framework
A significant concern about the validity of the the design is the manipulation of the underlying depth to groundwater. No welfare programs are implemented taking into account this cutoff. 6 Therefore, farmers do not have an incentive to manipulate the depth. In addition, in this context, there is very little scope for manipulation of the distribution as depth to groundwater is objectively measured for the villages at the time of the Minor Irrigation Census survey. Appendix Figure A3 shows the distribution of groundwater depth which appears smooth around the cutoff. There is no systematic pattern that indicates a sharp jump at the cutoff.
One other concern might be whether or not covariates such as the demographic, geographical, and infrastructure characteristics of the villages are smooth around the cutoff, as a jump in these can lead to spurious attribution. 7 Appendix Figure A4 plots regression functions from regressions of these variables on the average value of the normalized groundwater depth bins around the cutoff of 8 meters. Results are not sensitive to including or excluding these from the regressions. using survey sample in Tables 7 and 8, I show that including the demographic, geographical, and infrastructure characteristics of the villages does not significantly change the coefficient or the standard error across the last two columns. The parametric specification in Appendix Table 1 is also robust to including these control variables. These results are unchanged if I exclude individual geographical characteristics or allow elevation to be discontinuous around the cutoff. 1956 1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 Appendix Figure 
No Yes
Observations 1171 1171 *** denotes significance at 1 percent level, ** at 5 percent, and * at 10 percent. Notes: Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Demographic controls include number of households, fraction of literate population, fraction of scheduled caste population, fraction of females in the population, and fraction of literate females. Village Infrastructure includes availablity of banking facilities, medical facilities, schools, electrification, distance to nearest town, and total expenditure of the village panchayat council. *** denotes significance at 1 percent level, ** at 5 percent, and * at 10 percent. Notes: Each column reports the estimated coefficient from a regression in which the cutoff has been changed to the value reported in the row above. The true cutoff for the feasibility of surface pumps is 8 meters. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Each also controls for demographic, geographical and infrastructure covariates. Demographic controls include number of households, fraction of literate population, fraction of scheduled caste population, fraction of females in the population, and fraction of literate females. Village infrastructure includes availablity of banking facilities, medical facilities, schools, electrification, distance to nearest town, and total expenditure of the village panchayat council. Geographical controls include annual rainfall , temperature, slope, and elevation. Control function includes linear and squared groundwater levels. 
Appendix

No
No No *** denotes significance at 1 percent level, ** at 5 percent, and * at 10 percent. Notes: Each column reports the estimated coefficient from a regression of percentage of submersible pumps on indicator for depth to groundwater greater than 8 mbgl. The non-parametric specifications with different bandwidths are reported in Columns (i) through (iii). Optimal Bandwidth proposed by Imbens and Kalyanaraman (2009) is used in Column (iii).
